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T_ _CT

The program provided reading instruction to 1484 Title I eligible
pupils fer 3e1/2 hours each day for 28 days, with some variations. Smell
eroup and individualized instruction was provided by 178 teachers asaisted
by 46 paraprofessionals, ender the supervision of 21 teachersein-charge.
Tve assistant coordinators end the project coordinator supervised the
entire program All pupils were given entry and mastery tests with
standardized criterion-referenced testa from the CROFT reading system.
A trip program provided recreational opportunities and socializing
experiences.

The major evaluation objective of this program was achieved in that
70 pereent of the participants mastered at least one instrUctional,objective
4hich prior to the program they did not master. The data further indicated
that pupils did benefit substantially and that the criterion-referenced
test approach to the teaching of reading was an effective instructional
procedure as evidenced by the post-instruction mastery of 20 instruetional
objectives by 35 to 100 percent of the students attempting them.

Program implementation vas as proposed with the exception of having
90 percent (1484) of the anticipated 1640 participants. The pupils
expressed and observed attitudes and behaviors further attested to the
effectiveness of the program. In consideration of the factors mentioned
it is recommended that this program be recycled.
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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM

A, DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

This program was designed to se ve children attending the special

day schools, psychiatric hospitals and day and residential treatne

centers for the socially maladjusted and amotionally disturbed in

Kindergarten to 12th grade, who were in need of an extended school year

progrm in reading. The stated purpose of the program was "to improve

achievement in reading and to provide meaningful sOcialization activities

for these children during the summer months

The proposal called for provisions for instruction for approximately

1,640 Title I eligible pupils for -1/2 hours each day for 28 days in

school, agency, or __stitutional settings. The program was to take place

in 12 speed 1 day schools for socially maladjusted or emotionally

d sturbed children, nine psychiatric hospitals, 16 day and/or residential

treat Alt centers for emotionally handicapped children and 30 day and/or

residential treatment centers for addicted children. These 67 sites were

located in all of the five boroughs of New York City and fOur sites in

upstate New York. They were clustered into 21 school organizations for

purpose of supervision of the instructional program. There was to be a

maXimum class size of 10 pupils to eaeh teacher.

The objective of the program was "To help pupils achieve -_stery of

Instructional objectives in reading which they fail:prior to inst:-:tion

as measured by the CROFT (Reading) criterion referenced tests."

Consequently, the instructional program was to include testlng of all

participants with standardized criterion referenced entry and mastery

tests. The former was to be administered to identify one or more spec- _c



reading skill needs for each student, while the latter was to determine

if the student had acquired these skills during the course of the

program. Small group and individualized instruction directed toward

emediation of the identified specific reading needs of each pupil was

to be conducted by 177 teache _ assisted by 46 paraprofessionals under

the supervision of 21 teachers-in-charge. A trip program of common

experiential activities, coordinated by a trip teacher, was to be utilized

to stimulate language skills development, provide recreational opportuni-

ties, and opportunities for wholesome socializing experiences.

The basic daily program structure was to consist of two segments:

one period of at least 1-1/2 hours in reading in small groups or

individualized; and one additional segment in ac ivities desi ed to

apply and reinforce reading skills. Recreational act vities were to be

spread throughout the school day.

Two assistant coordinators assisted by two secretaries were to be

responsible for the supe sion

2

of the program dividing their responsibili-

ties geographically. They were to coordinate the instructional program,

serve as liaison with related programs, --d work closely -ith the

evaluator.

There were to be 21 on-site secretaries provided to assist the

teachers-in-charge in maintaining student records, Preparing reports

inventories, requisitions, and payrolls.

The program was to commence on July 19 1975 and continue through

August 15, 1975. The number of days of instruction were expected to'

vary fron ite to site ( 3 to 28 days) depending on the needs of the

children --d the program of the agency in, which the program was located.



IMPLEMEMATION OF TH2 PROGRAM

1. The Pupil

The population of the program consisted of 1,484 Title 1 eligible

pupils. During the course of the program a total of 1,588 pupils were served.

However, there were 104 pupils (7 percent ) -ho did not complete the program.

This was due in part to the t ansient nature of the participants in the

hospitals and residential treatnent settings, as well as to the emotional

unavailability of so ne of the pupils. Overall, 93 percent of the pupils

completed the program.

In the 12 day schools, all students attending during the regular chool

year were informed of the summer program by their teachers, guidance

counselors, and principals both by written and verbal_communications prior

to the end of the term. All students volunteered. Applicants were reviewed

by the staff and had to be two years below grade level in r ading and eligible

for Title I funds to be approved for participation in the program. Several

senools accepted pupils (approximately 10 percent) who would be entering

the school as regular pupils in the Fall term and referrals by community

schools. The number of students in the program varied from school to school,

with many having e volunteers than allotted places, and a few having low

registration. It was noted that these latter sites had less advance

publication of the program. Also, at sites where there was insufficient

regist-ation, teacher and/or p _aprofessionals were reassigned to sites

with large enrollments.

The cluster schools attempted to include all eligible students in the

proF7am. At residential centers all eligible children participated, if

space permitted, both on a voluntary and mandatory basis depending on the

policy of the agency. Most of the day tre toent centers had cont ued



their regular program into the summer and had a ready population who were

eager to participate. Generally there were more students volumteering

than could be accommodated.

Without exception, the pupils exhibited very po_ tive attitudes toward

the program. Their behavior was goal directed and in all ways appropriate to

the setting. They seemed to enjoy good relationships with the staff d each

other.

Sta

There were from one to eight teachers at each site, depending on the

number needed to maintain a 1 to 10 ratio between teacher.aad students for a

total of 178 teachers. Almost half (30) of the 67 sites had from one to

three paraprofessional totalling 46.

Wherever possible the staff consisted of teachers and paraprofessionals

who taught at that site during the regular school year. In instances where

there were insufficient teachers from that site to staff the summer program

teachers from other schools were assigned.

It was interesting to note that while this program was primarily concerned

with readiwç, the teachers were not requi ed to have had prior experience in

:Ale teaching of reading. Many of the teachers were actually working out of

license, although they all_ had had experience with special education.

The t ip teacher coordinated the trip program, which differed from site

to e. This aspect of the program served both as a recreational activ ty

arid a common experience from which to develop language arts skills.

The 21 teachers-in-charge were all principals. Some were at their

regular schools; others were supervising clusters. It was their

responsibility to supervise the operation of all aspects of the program.

They were supposed to be thoroughly versed in the instructional component



of the program, so that th* could provide assistance to the teachers when

-needed.

There were two assistant coordinators who visited the sites t

the duration of the program. They provided assistance and guidanc_

wherever reauired to the t hers- -charge, the teachers, and to the

evaluator.

Due to the fact that this was the first tii that criterionreferenced

testing (CRT) was being used in the..e schools, a staff person who is

expert in this area was -ailed upon to serve the entire program as the

Reading Coordinator. He conducted three orientation meetings at various

times, one preceding and two during the early weeks of the program to

familia ize the staff with the testing and instructional procedures,

as well a- being always available for advice throughout the program.

He also prepared a guide to the selection of instructional materials

suitable for remediation of each instructional objective. These were made

available to the teaching staff

The Drogram coordinator was the ove seer for the entire program.

He made spot visits to dete_- ine the effectiveness of the program, and

maintained liaison with State, Federal, and New York City Board Of

Education offices and bureaus involved with the progri_

Overall, the staff was composed of people who had all worked in special

educat -n settings prior to this program. They were familia ith

the nature of the studen in the program, and with ways of assisting

the students in order to promote learning.

3. Functionin of the Pro-

All students were tested by teachers during the first or second week

of the program July 1 to killy 10). Delays -ere caused by the teache

10
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lack of familiarity with the procedures involved in CRT. Az soon as this

was recognized emergency orientations were conducted by the Reading

Coordinator. Teachers-in-charge and reading teachers at the schools

also assisted those staff members who were unsure about how to ymoceed.

Thus, the problem was rectified considerably.

Once teachers had identified the specific reading objectives for each

student ihe instructional process began. Materials and equipment available

at the schools were utilized to develop individualized or small group

instruction based on remediation of identified disabilities. However,

several sites had barely adequate instructional materials ,

The basic design of the instructional program was maintained for the

most part, with one and a half hours used for reading in small groups

or individually, and a segment for activities to reinforce these skills.

The recreational component ranged from playing ball in the schoolyard

to a formal trip program. There was some variability evidenced in the

regularity of the trips scheduled. At some schools it was a weekly

ongoing event to places such as the Statue of Liberty, the Aquarium,

the Bronx Zoo, etc. Several schools had weekly swimming, while still

Finother had daily after-schobl activities i.e. , bicycle trips) conducted

by the staff on a voluntary basis.

All students were given mastery tests at some point during the

program. The large majority of teachers administered these tests during

the last week of contact with the studen while a sms-ll proportion of

teachers who were more familiar with CRT had students take the test when

mastery was indicated informally on an individual basis.

Many teachers did not understand the record-keeping system adequately.

However, this did not neces arily interfere with the instructional program,.
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although the achievement data might have been affec

In summary, the program vas operational from July 1 to August 15

at 67 sites. There were 1,488 pupils participating, all of wham fulfilled

Title I criteria. The staff consisted of 24 administrators and supervi

(coordinators and teach rs-in-charge), 178 teachers, 46 cl

professionals, and 24 secretaries. The instructional program utilized

CRT and individualized and/or small group inst, tion in accordance with

the design of the program. Almost all of the teachers were initially

unfamiliar with the procedures and record keeping system involved in the

program. The instructional materials varied from site to site, with

some utilizing Reading Laboratories d others having barely adequate

supplies.



Chapter II: EVALUATrVE PROCEDURES

OBJECTIV

1. To determinei- asa:resultefparticipation,in-the program,
70-percent of the pupils:,master at lesstone instructional
objective which,prior to:the program they did'nOt Mater.

Usirigthe Nay 1975 Titie.1 citywide testresults as a leveler, AIL

--participanta were adMiniStered, as s preterit selected criterien-referenced

tests from the CROFT g syetlm to ascertain individual instructional-

objectivesfor each pnpil. For instructional objectiveAiagnoSed as

requiring rerned.iation .determined by pretest failure), postte

administered on an individual basis after an apPrOPriate interval of

instruction. For each instructiOnal objective, results Of passing and

ailing on both the pre- and posttest were supposed to be recorded cm the

Class-Evaluation Record.- However the notation of failed was

omitted by the program.

Table 1 shows the analysis of the datain tabular form ascertaining

the percentage of:participantsidemonstrating mastery or non-mastery of

each'instructional ob ective ecording to SED classification system at

initial testing and final testing.

2. To determine as a result of participation in the program, the
extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional
objectives.

The same methods and procedures were used to evaluate this objective

as ere used for the first objective, as stated above. The data were

analyzed and presented in tabular and narrative form to ascertain each

of the following distributions:

The distribution of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery prior to

instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction to receive the postte



shown in Table 2.

The distribution:of pupils demonst-a_ng

nstruction is shown in Table 3

- The distribution of pupil watery as a resul_

instructional objectives is shown in Table 4.i

The distribution of the nuer of objectives

of instruction is shown in Table 5.

The distribution _f percentage of pupils achieving various levels

of mastery of,instructionalobjectives is shown in Table 6.:

To:determine the'extent to which the program, as actually:
carried out, coincided with the program as described in
the Project Proposal.

Forty percent of the pa ticipating 67 sites were visited by the

mastery 'of objectives prior

evaluator. The personnel at each site were interviewed,

the students. Instructional

-ere a sampl

erials plans tests and records were:

examined. All classes (total of 86) at each site were observed.

B. OBSERVATION OF THE PROGRAM

The evaluation design called for 16 school vis on days. Those

were to be observed which had the largest number of teachers and students and

represented the three school claasification in the program. Consequently 27

sites were observed, -ight day schools, eight residential centers, and 10

day treatment centers; They were located in each of the five boro-

York,

Overall, 8146 students, 86 teacher paraprofessionals participated

the observed student populationat the sites visited by the evaluator.

as 57 percent of the target population of 1,4404 student- teacher

we e 148 percent of the 177 participating teathers -and 214 paraprofessional



Ilan half (52 percent ) or the 46 paraprofessionals. Consequently

as assumed that 6 representative selected sample of the entire program

was observech

LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA

This was the initial exposure of atst all of the staff in the

program to a CRT approach to reading instruction. Despite efforts at

orientation, there is evidence of inupp opriate initial selection of the

tests. Also., the Crfot (Reading) system extends to the sixth grade level

whereas the program was designed to service students:through the twelfth

grlide Consequently it was assumed that some of the pupils were beyOnd

the scope of the tests used. However, the most relevant limitation to

an interp etation of the data was the program's authorization of the omi s on

of failed posttests from:the Class Evaluation Record. The ramifications of

these limitations are discussed with the findings.

15-



follo ing presentation of findings is in _cordance with the

evaluation des gn specifications regarding the:an _ysis of data relating

to each of the objectives.

The first evaluation object ve was:

To determine if, as a result of participation in the program,
70 percent of_the pupils master at least one instructional
objective which prior to the program they did not master.

This evaluation objective was satisfied as 70 percent Of the populat

who completed the progr N = 1484) mastered at least one objective after

instruction.

Table 1 provides a complete description of the CRT system utilization

and ascertains the numbers and percentages of participa-
--

who tookleach

of the subtests, and the nutbers and percents of those demonstrating:mastery

or non-mastery of each instructional objective at initia/ and final testing.

Examination of the tests adndnistered indicates that a total of 7344 tests

were given at the initial testing, indicating that.each of the 1588 pupils

who began the program had between four and five initial tests.; These includ:

21 different subtests, with sone given to less than 1 percent of the pupils

d others given to as many a 62 percent. Three in tructional objective

test& on 0 ganizing Information SED classifications) were taken by

than half of the total population:

Details (2_4_4) d Main Idea

Classifying (271-2 ); Identifying

ixty-two percent of the pupils were

given the Classifying Test with 72 percent of tho

on the initial testing; 58 percent of:the 62 Percent of pupils t:

test on Main idea _astered it on the initial testing; and 44 pe



TABLE 1

DISTRIB11TIO N OF PUPILS TESTED ON EACH INSTR TIONAL OBJECTIVE,
THEIR MkSTERY OR NON-MASTERY ON INITIAL AND FINAL TESTS, IN

NUMBERS Ala PERCENTAGES
=(N = 1588)

Initial Tes Fina1 Testing

Instructional Pupils Tested for Pupils Demonstra ing Pupils Demonstrating

Objectives Each Objective
(SED Classi
fication

Mastery Non-Mastery Mastery Non-Mastery

2-1=1
2-1-2
2-1-3
2-1-4
2-1-5
2-1-6
2-1-7
2-1-8
2-1-9
2-1-10
2-2-1
2-2-2
2-2-3
2-2-4
2-2-5
2-2-6
2-2-7
2-2-8
2-4-1
2-4-2
2-4-3
2-4-4
2-4-5
2-4-6
2-4-7
2-4-8
2-4-9
2-4-10
2-4-11
2-4-12
2-4-13
2-5-6

Total

314 20
347 22

335 21
289 18
414 26
--

1

129

215
191
291
389

. 199

8
--

13
12
18
24
12

214 14
285 18

_

196 12

83 5
128 8

95 5
- --

202 13

137 9
258 16
274 17
149 9

100 6 72 14 28
62 14 44 3 18

139 9 84 5' 55 3
206 13 132 8 74 5

286 18 165 10 121 8
- --

1 b
34 2 25

r

b )1
3 44 10 b
2 26 2 7 b

115 7 97 6 18 1
50 3 41 '3 9 b

165 10 119 7- 46 3- : 19 .-_1 27: 2
992 62 713 45 279 17 149 9 130 , 8

447 28 -297 19 150 -9 90 -5 60 4-

847 53 369 23 478 30 326 20 152 10

995 62 577 36 418 26 271 17 :.147 _ 9

289 18 101 6 188 12 110 7 -J-78 5

326 21 137 9 189 12 67 I. 122 8

3.66--a0

3 b

734-4

a.=

8These numbers .include 104 dropouts who are
the data due to the recordikeeping system utiliz

ble to identif
he program.



53 percent tested on Identifying Details did likewise.1 Obviously atten

needs to be given to developing a means to facilitate the selection of

approprilte subtests.

The inappropriateness of test selection is underscored by the fact

that acr ss all subtests given initially 13 subtests of the 21 subtests

(62 percent ) we e mastered by larger percentages of students than failed.

However, on the final testing given to those demonstrating non-mastery

on the initial testing, larger percentages of pupils mastered than failed

18 out of 20 (90 percen :the tests.

approach to reading instruction was effective Possibly more judicious

These data indicated that this

selection cL subtes would have yielded even more favorable results.

The second evaluation objective was:

To determine, as a result of participation in the program, the
extent to which punils demonstrate mastery of instructional
objectives.

Table 2 shows the distribution of pupils failing to exhibit mastery

on the retest prior to instruction, who had not demonstrated mastery by

the end of the program on some or all of the skills attempted. Without

additional information it is impossible to determine whether or not these

students were given final tests and failed them, or received insufficient

instruct on to warrant a posttest, or did n t complete the pr gram,

the case with 104 students. The method of recording on the CER calls far

notation only when the pupil masters the test, not fOr failure of retest

or absent from posttest, or who dropped cut of the program. This procedure

requires change for these data to be obtained.

1The relative percents cited in the
number pupils mastering initial subtest

number of-pupils taking the subtest

e based on the ratio of



TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST
NO POSTTEST FOLLOW-UP

(N = 1588)a

ber of instructional
Ob ectives Failed

9-10

7- 8

5- 6

3- I.

1-2

-None

Number of Ptr2ils

7

_4

52

122

399

004

14

25

63

9Th s number inclisies 104 dropouts who are impossible to'ident fy in

the data due to the record keeping system utilized by the program.

bLess than 1 percent.-

The data iridicat that 37 percent of the total population had not

mastered skills requiring remediation 1 percent non-mastered 7-10 objectives,

3 percent non-mastered 516 objectives, 8 percent non-mastered 3-4 objectives

and 25 percent non7mastered 1-2 objectives). The largest group (25 percent)

xhibited non-mastery of 1-2 objectives:which is as many as should be

tempted atone time. Some of these students had maate=ed other objec

after instruction. Perhaps students were expected to do more than time

permitted by teachers who were themselves unfamiliar with the CRT approach

genera/ and_reading instruction in particular. It should be:noted that

these data inelude the 104 students who did not complete the program and

who are Unidentifiable therein.

The distributiOn of pupils demonstrating mastery of objecti es prior
, _



instruction is shown on Table 3. Almost hal percen the

students mastered 0-25 percent of the objectives when first tested, with

28 percent demonstrating mastery on 76 to 100 percent of the tests adminis-

tered to them. These data reinforce the need for developing a criterion or

guide for appropriate selec ion of initial tests for the individual pupil.

TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL
OBJECTIVES PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

(N = 1588)a

Percentage of Mastery of
Instructional Nuxber3fPuils .12.92.9s-At

76-100% 445 28

51- 75%

26- 50%

0- 25%

18p 11

225 15

738 46

number includes 101+ dropouts who are impossible to identi
the data due to the record keeping system utilized by the program.

15

Table 4 provides a detailed overview of pupil mastery as a resul_ o

instruction by each instructiOnaLobjective; Twen y objectives were mastered

by pupils ranging from 35 to 100 percent. The median perCent ofscas ery

was 66 plrcent. Forty-three percent of the objectives (9 subtes

tered byrmore than 70 percent of the pupils who attempted them.

57 percent (12 subtests ) were mastered by fewer than 69 percent of the pupils

empting them on the final testing. _This latter statement it an assumption:.

since no notations are caJ led, for if non-mastery is detonstrated.

The effects of the instructional program are presented in Table 5

which shows the distribution of the number of instructional objectiVes



TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY ThSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A

RESULT OF INSTRUCTION
N = 1484)

Instruct jonal Ob'ec ive Ratio
a

EIESMIRE22111.ALEL

2-1-1 72/100 72

2-1-2 44/66 71

2-1-4 84/139 60

2-1-5 132/206 64

2-1-6 165/286 58

2-1-8 0/1 0

2-179 25/34 74

2-2-1 11/13 85

2- 2 44/54 82

2-2-3 26/33 79

2-2-4 97/115 84

2-2-5 41/ 50 82

2-4-1 19/46 41

2-4-2 149/279 53

2-4-3 90/150 60

2-4-4 326/478 68

2-4-6 271/418 65

2-4-8 110/118 59

2-4-9 67/189'- 35

47/71 66

2-5-6 3/3 100

, number of pupils achieving mast=_
's number of pupils attempting mastery
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mastered as a result Of instruction.. Seventy percent of the pupil: mastered

:atTleast one instructional objective post-instruction while 30_percent did

not master any. The largest proportion (48 percent ) of the pupils mastered

from one to two objectives; with 17 percent mastering three tO fOUr

objectives. Only 5 percent mastered more than five objectives. These

findings are most logical considering the short duration of the program:

and the sta initial lack of familiarity with the CRT appro--h to the

teaching of reading.

TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AFTER INSTRUCTION FOR-TOTAL POPULATION

(N = 1484

Number of Ins ructional
Objectives Mastered

Total,Population
N a

456 30

709 48

257 17

57 4

3 b

2 b

'aTotals 100 percent with two groups of less_ than 1 perce t.

Less than 1 percent

Table 6 presents the distribution of percen ages of pupils achiev

various levels of mastery of instructional object -es. The largest propor-

tion-(44 percent ) of pupils achieved at the 90100 percent level, me

that they mastered almost all of the objective_ attempted. The second

2 2



gest grouping at the 0-9 percen percent mastered less than

10 percent of the objeetives they attempted. Here, too the importance

of initial subtest selection is manifested by the distribution of 72 percent

(44 percent and 28 percent) of the pupils at either extreme.

TABLE 6

DSTRTJIC EI OF PERCENTAGE OF:PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIOUS
LEVELS OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

= 1484)

Percentage of Mastery of
instructional Objectives Nutber_o_:Pupils

90-1 656

8o- 89% 14

7o- 79% 19

60--69% 114

50- 59% 122

40- 49% 13

30- 39%

46

9

Lai

'Percentage of Pupils

44

1

28

In summary, these data reveal that the program was successful in that

-t its primary objective in that 70 percent of the participan

at least one instructional objective after instruction which they had

mastered previously. Further evidence of the merit of this approach was,

the mastery of 20 instructional object ves by 35 to 100Jercent of the

_students AtteOpting them.

ore spec



by. the

subtests

t that over half the studen s in the prOgram were given three

as shown on Table 1: ClasSifying (2-4-2); Identifying Details

(2-4-4); and Main Idea 2-4-6). Given the wide range of-grades served

by the program it seems unlikely that:such a large proporti- of zarticipar:

would be deficient in the sane skills. In fact, the Class Evaluation

Records show that entire class s were often given the sane tests, which

is not the intent or methodology of the CRT individualized a

instruction.

The third evaluation objective was:

of- reading

To determine the extent to which the program as actually:
carried out coincided with the program as described in'the
Project Proposal.

The program waS implemented as called for in the pr with

re pect to dates of operation, sites, staff, objectives, activities and

materials, and services the needs of the population:for which it was

designed. The only departure from the proposal was_in the size of the

target population-. The proposal called for approximately 1640 pupils

the actual program had 1484 participants, a difference of 9 percent. :During

the Six weeks in which the program was in operation there were 10588

participants. However, 104 students:dropped out; before the program

terminated. Consequently 1,484 participants completd the progr

93 percent of the actual population.

Several of the underenrolled sites were visited by the evaluator and as

.far as could be determined there was insufficient advance publication of

the progr This was particularly noticeable at sites where the staff was

notified very late about their participation in the program, or whe e the

staff was not fro teaching faculty 0 that:achoolf: thus



indicating the need for increased articulation be ween the sur sta f

and the regular staff, at:least at the supervisory level prior to the

beginning of the program.-

The liaison factor also contributed a great deal to _h- wide range

of inStructional materials a

staff wasfrom the school

ilable to the program. Where the summe

there were:generally greater: access

the schools' resources. Nevertheless, with the exception of one _ite

visited, all ba&at minimum adequate, and' -st had extensive seterials

and equipment Three of these sites were using the school's- Reading

Laboratories equipped with -ophisticated hardware and software.
-

At all of the sites visited a sample of at least:10,percent of:the-

:students were interViewed with respect-to how they felt about the program.

In almost all instances the responses were enthusiastic. The comments-

encompassed the teachers the activities, and the reading program. These:

positive feelings and attitudes werepbvious as the students, in All_but

.--five of:the 86 classes observed were actively engaged in what:they were

doing. Also e amination of their work folders indicated their seriousness

of purpose.

In reviewing the functioning of the progr ee staffing issues

deserve consideration. First it was evident from on-site observations,

and the data reported, that the presence of a teacher-in-charge daily4s

essential for optimal functioning of the program, except in several highly

specialized treatment centers 'Where this would be unfeasible,ene teacher:f

should be given responsibility for coordinating the program

tontact with theYteacher-in-charge. This was the case i

f the cluster sch ils visited.

d maintaining

than one7half



Second, at sites where the summer programStaff

that school communication between the

ar school staff and supervisors needs

is _-t re

er program 8

ovement. A

for-each site where:there are out-of-school staff, to serve-

capacity before the summer would enhance the program

Last but of paramount importance, the teaching staf

d the

on person

thid

should hayy"

had experience with the teach ng of reading to the greatest extent

and be thoroughly familiar with

system.

The 1974 summer program evaluation made seven recommendations. They

will be cited and followed by a statement regarding their implementation:

e sure that each school can agree on a common test to be
used or a common set, or no more than two or three tests.

he methodolou a ociated with a

ossible

Make sure that each school has an adequate numher of the:::
required tests on hand to meet the evaluation and testing
needs.-

Recreational and community visit 'on sh uld be continued.

These recommenda ions were implemented into the 1975 summer program.

Criterion-referenced tests

These were in the form of rexographed stenciles, from which the required

number of copies were duplicate4 as needed. The rec eational and visitation

phase was continued under the supervision of the trip coordinator.

4. Recycle and expand the program to service more pupils
maintaining existing pupil-staff ratios.

More funding for lower teacher-pupil ratios would be helpful.

Each summer school must be provided with sufficient educational
materials. Where requested this should include programmed
materials such as the MIND kits and the EDL kits.

e additional funds were not available the program did no

ere selected from the CROFT reading system.



the finan al resources to incorpo ate these suggestions into the program.

Howeve , with respect to materials each school was asked to provide

adequate supplies and instructional materials. All sites had adequate

materials,,with some having much more than others.

7. 1ntersetting communications regarding educational techniques

must be fostered through more planned meetings. This should

be done before the start of the summer program if possible.

The response to this recommendation in the proposal referred to the

continuous widespread expansion during the regular school year of an

individualized read program of diagnosis and pmscription, with-

accompanying intra-school workshops. However when considering that many

of the summer staff were not involved with teaching reading during the

year, the need for a total orientation program is reaffirmed. If this

Cannot be conducted prior --the7beginning-of-the-program-due-4o funding-

estrictions, the first day of the program should be a full day intensiye

orientation, consisting of demonstrations and workshops for nal supervisors,

-22=

teachers and-paraprofessionals. This is the only way to insure maximal

effectiveness of the reading program.



Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS C C

The major evaluation objective of this pro _erred in that

23

70 percent of the participants mastered at least one instructional objective

which prior to the program they did not master. The data further indicated

that the CRT system was an effective instructional procedure as evidenced

by the post-instruction mastery of 20 instructional obje_ ives by 35 to 100

percent of the students attempting them.

Program implementation:was as proposed with the exception of having

90 percent (1484) of the anticipated 1640 participants The pupils expressed

and observed attitudes and behaviors further attested to the effectiveness_

of the program. In consideration of the factors mentioned above it is

strongly recommended that this program be recycled!

The following recommendations for stren-

based on the findings and site observations:

1. -There ShOUld be prOVisions for An idtensive orientation program. 7--
If it cannot be arranged prior to the program because of funding
problems, one full day should be devoted:to an orientation
workshop for all staff members. The Criterion-referenced test
indiidualized approach:to teaching reading should be:thoroilghly
explored. Test selection, pretesting,,retesting, scoring, record
keeping, shoultibe among the aspects discussed. Instructional
methods and materials should be reviewed! Complete printed, descrip-
tive materials with examples should be distributed to every staff
me- er..

the program were

All sites should have a teacher-in-charge to supervise the instruc-
tional and recreational activities. Where this is unfeasible one
teacher should be responsible for,coordinating the program and be
directly accountable to the teacher.incharge.

The instructional staff should to the:greatest extentpossible
have had prior experience in the teaching of reading.'

At each site, the summer_program's teacher-in-chargeshould aet
as:a liaison to articulate on behalf:of the-prOgram with'the
regular supervisor in inctances where this is a different person
and staff. This should beglm irvearly,Spring to assure advance



publicity for the program, facilitate selection of pUpila,

slad permit utilization of the schools' or centers' instructional
materials, reading laboratories and supplies.

5. The record keeping procedures for a criterion-referenced test

system should be simplified. All:posttest data, pass, fail,

or ebsent should be included for each pupil.

The program should be expanded to service a greater number of

eligible pupils maintaining the same teacher-pupil ratio.


